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JURISDICTION AND NATURE OF PROCEEDING 
This appeal is : : _,m sentencing after the Appellant's pi ea of 
ssai i ] t Br; a 1 » r :i soner = Th :! r d Degi: ee 
Felony .. . iolation of U ^ § "76-5-102.5 (1953 as amended) and one 
cour' i Oistributiw ; : Controlled Substance, a Second Degree 
23rd day of November J 9 ^ 4 before r;:e Honorable Mi'^ae. 
On the 23rd day of Februar: . ^  - r .e Defendant: v^- sentenced * 
ser ve b; i :: ten: its :)f z 
a Prisoner, and one -. r . i * ..ri -- fifteen /ears t , . /,t .: 
Distribution of a Controlled Substance. The terms of zero to fi ve 
:*.. •' •' til = i: bi i It: consecu t:::i < i e be 
the t fifteen year term, The Defendant was sentenced to serve 
his time at the Utah state Prison. 
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Jurisdiction to hear the above-entitled appeal is conferred 
upon the Court of Appeals of the State of Utah pursuant to Utah 
Code Annotated, 78-2-2(3)(i) (1953 as amended) and Rule 26 of the 
Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure. 
The defendant previously filed an Anders brief with this 
court. In response to this Court's Order dated August 22, 1995, 
the Defendant is submitting this amended Anders brief to address 
the statutory and case law applicable to issue raised by the 
Defendant. 
STATEMENT OF ISSUES PRESENTED ON APPEAL AND STANDARD OF REVIEW 
1. Did the Trial Court abuse its discretion by sentencing the 
Defendant to serve a term of zero to five years on two counts of 
Assault by a Prisoner, and a term of one to fifteen years on one 
count of Distribution of a Controlled Substance; terms to be served 
consecutively. 
Standard of Review Reviewing Courts should grant substantial 
deference to the broad authority given legislatures to determine 
the types of punishments for crimes and to the broad discretion 
granted trial courts for sentencing convicted criminals. State v. 
Robinson 797 P.2d 431 (Utah App 1990) 
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CONSTITUTIONAL PROVISIONS, STATUTES AND RULES 
U.C.A. § 76-5-102.5, 1953 as amended 
Assault by a Prisoner 
Any prisoner who commits assault, intending to cause 
bodily injury, is guilty of a felony of the third degree. 
U.C.A. § 58-37-8(1)(a)(ii) 1953 as amended 
Distribution of a Controlled Substance 
(1) Prohibited Acts A-Penalties 
(a) Except as authorized by this chapter, it is 
unlawful for any person to knowingly and 
intentionally: 
(ii) distribute a controlled or counterfeit\t 
substance, or to agree, consent, offer, or 
arrange to distribute a controlled or 
counterfeit substance. 
Rule 11(e), Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure 
(e) The court may refuse to accept a plea of guilty or no 
contest, and may not accept the plea until the court has 
found: 
(1) if the defendant is not represented by counsel, he has 
knowingly waived his right to counsel and does not desire 
counsel; 
(2) the plea is voluntarily made; 
(3) the defendant knows he has rights against compulsory 
self-incrimination, to a jury trial, and to confront and 
cross-examine witnesses against him, and that by entering 
the plea he waives all of those rights; 
(4) the defendant understands the nature and elements of 
the offense to which he is entering the plea; that upon 
trial the prosecution would have the burden of proving 
that the plea is an admission of all those elements; 
(5) the defendant knows the minimum and maximum sentence 
that may be imposed upon him for each offense to which a 
plea is entered, including the possibility of the 
imposition of consecutive sentences; 
(6) if the tendered plea is a result of a prior plea 
discussion and plea agreement, and if so, what agreement 
has been reached; 
(7) the defendant has been advised of the time limits 
for filing any motion to withdraw a plea of guilty or not 
contest. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
The Defendant pled guilty to each count before the Honorable 
Michael D. Lyon on the 23rd of November, 1994. This is an appeal 
from a sentence of zero to five years on each of the two counts of 
Assault by a Prisoner, and one to fifteen years on the count of 
Distribution of a Controlled Substance. 
STATEMENT OF FACTS 
By informations dated the 6th day of October, 1994 the 
Defendant was charged with six counts of Assault by a Prisoner, 
third degree felonies, in violation of UCA § 76-5-102.5 (1953), and 
one count of Distribution of ci Controlled Substance, a second 
degree felony, in violation of UCA § 58-37-8(1)(a)(ii) (1953). 
Through plea negotiations, the Defendant entered pleas of 
guilty to two counts of Assault by a Prisoner and one count of 
Distribution of a Controlled Substance on October 23, 1994 and all 
of the other counts were dismissed. The Defendant, although a 
minor, was certified to stand trial in District Court by the 
Juvenile Court. 
In accepting the pleas of guilty the Sentencing Judge complied 
with all the provisions of Rule 11, Utah Rules of Criminal 
Procedure. (T.P. 4-10) 
On the 23rd day of February, 1995 the Defendant was sentenced 
to serve two terms of zero to five years on each of the pleas of 
guilty to the two counts of Assault by a Prisoner, and one term of 
one to fifteen years on the count of Distribution of a Controlled 
Substance, the terms of zero to five years to be served 
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concurrently to each other, but consecutive to the term of one to 
fifteen years. All terms to be served at the Utah State Prison. 
STATEMENT OF COUNSEL 
I, KENT E. SNIDER represent that I have been appointed to 
serve as the attorney for the Appellant, and further that, I have 
read the transcript herein. I also represent that I do not believe 
the defendant has any meritorious appeal issues and that this 
appeal is frivolous. I have explained this to the Appellant prior 
to the filing of this appeal and as a result of my conclusion, this 
brief is being prepared along the guidelines established in Anders 
v. California, 386 U.S. 738 (1967) as adopted by the Utah Supreme 
Court in State v. Clayton, 639 P.2d 168 (Utah 1981) and Dunn v. 
Cook, 791 P.2d 873 (Utah 1990) and further elaborated in State v. 
Flores, 855 P.2d 258 (Utah App. 1993). 
The Defendant, Fred Jason Edwards, was given a copy of this 
brief, (Addendum B), and the following are the issues which he 
raises. Further, Mr. Edwards was given an opportunity to respond 
to this brief and chose not to. 
SUMMARY OF ARGUMENT 
The Defendant alleges that the Trial Judge abused his 
discretion in sentencing the Defendant to serve two terms of zero 
to five years for the counts of Assault by a Prisoner and one term 
of one to fifteen years for the Distribution of a Controlled 
Substance. The terms of zero to five years are to be served 
concurrent to each other, but consecutive to the term of one to 
5 
fifteen years. All terms are to be served at the Utah State 
Prison. 
POINT I 
THE TRIAL COURT COMMITTED REVERSIBLE 
ERROR IN SENTENCING THE DEFENDANT 
TO SERVE TWO TERMS OF ZERO TO FIVE 
YEARS ON EACH COUNT OF ASSAULT BY A PRISONER 
AND ONE TERM OF ONE TO FIFTEEN YEARS 
ON THE COUNT OF DISTRIBUTION OF A CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE WITH THE ONE TO FIVE YEAR TERMS 
TO BE CONCURRENT TO EACH OTHER, BUT CONSECUTIVE 
TO THE ONE TO FIFTEEN YEAR TERM 
On the 23rd day of November, 1994 the Defendant entered pleas 
of guilty to two counts of Assault by a Prisoner, third degree 
felonies and one count of Distribution of a Controlled Substance, 
a second degree felony. These pleas of guilty were the result of 
a plea negotiation with the State, wherein the Defendant would plea 
guilty to two counts of Assault by a Prisoner and one count of 
Distribution of a Controlled Substance, and all other counts would 
be dismissed. . 
Accepting a plea of guilty is governed by Rule 13(^ 5J) of the 
Utah Rules of Criminal Procedure which states: 
(e) The court may refuse to accept a plea of guilty or no 
contest, and may not accept the plea until the court has 
found: 
(1) if the defendant is not represented by counsel, he has 
knowingly waived his right to counsel and does not desire 
counsel; 
(2) the plea is voluntarily made; 
(3) the defendant knows he has rights against compulsory 
self-incrimination, to a jury trial, and to confront and 
cross-examine witnesses against him, and that by entering 
the plea he waives all of those rights; 
(4) the defendant understands the nature and elements of 
the offense to which he is entering the plea; that upon 
trial the prosecution would have the burden of proving 
that the plea is an admission of all those elements; 
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(5) the defendant knows the minimum and maximum sentence 
that may be imposed upon him for each offense to which a 
plea is entered, including the possibility of the 
imposition of consecutive sentences; 
(6) if the tendered plea is a result of a prior plea 
discussion and plea agreement, and if so, what agreement 
has been reached; 
(7) the defendant has been advised of the time limits 
for filing any motion to withdraw a plea of guilty or not 
contest. 
In accepting the pleas of guilty the Trial Judge complied with 
all the requirements of Rule 11 of the Utah Rules of Criminal 
Procedure. (R. 4-10) 
On the 23rd day of February, 1995 the Defendant was sentenced 
to serve two terms of zero to five years on the guilty pleas to the 
two counts of Assault by a Prisoner and one term of one to fifteen 
years on the count of Distribution of a Controlled Substance, all 
terms to be served at the Utah State Prison. The terms of zero to 
five years are to run concurrent to each other, but consecutive to 
the one to fifteen years. 
The Defendant claims that the Trial Judge committed reversible 
error in sentencing the Defendant to serve consecutive prison terms 
because the Defendant was a minor at the time of sentencing. 
However, the trial court judge complied with U.C.A. §76-3-401 when 
sentencing the Defendant. U.C.A. §76-3-401(2)&(3) read as follows: 
(2) The court shall order that sentences for state 
offenses shall run consecutively if the new offense is 
committed while the defendant is imprisoned or on parole 
unless the court finds and states on the record that 
consecutive sentencing would be inappropriate. 
(3) A court shall consider the gravity and circumstances 
of the offenses and the history, character, and 
rehabilitive needs of the defendant whether to impose 
consecutive sentences. 
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In sentencing the Defendant, the trial court properly 
sentenced the Defendant to consecutive terms. The court properly 
considered the history/ character, and rehabilitive needs of the 
defendant when sentencing the Defendant. He allowed defense 
counsel and the prosecution to address their concerns regarding the 
diagnostic report prepared after the 90-day evaluation. After 
hearing those concerns, the trial court stated: 
"Based on the defendant's very dangerous disposition, and 
wanting to give the board—Department of Corrections 
maximum flexibility to work with him..." (R. 9) 
It is apparent from the record that the trial court took both 
the best interest of the public as well as the rehabilitive needs 
of the Defendant into consideration when sentencing the Defendant. 
Based upon this fact, each of the above claims of error by the 
Trial Court are in the opinion of the undersigned without merit and 
are frivolous. 
The Defendant was informed in the information that he was 
being charged with two counts of Assault by a Prisoner, third 
degree felonies, and one count of Distribution of a Controlled 
Substance, a second degree felony. In accepting the pleas of 
guilty, the Trial Judge explained to the Defendant the elements of 
each count and what the State must prove to convict the Defendant 
of the charge (T.P. 4). Further, the Trial Judge explained to the 
Defendant the potential sentence for each count, and also that he 
could be required to serve these sentences consecutively. (T.P. 6) 
With this explanation and with the assistance of counsel the 
Defendant voluntarily entered the pleas of guilty to the two counts 
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upon the agreement with the prosecuting attorney that the other 
charges would be dismissed. 
The Defendant made no allegation of ineffective assistance of 
counsel and there is nothing in the record which would indicate 
that trial counsel's performance was deficient. By pleading guilty 
to the informations, the Defendant admitted all elements of the 
informations. Based upon those admissions, the penalties are 
properly made applicable to the Defendant's situation. Further, 
the plea of guilty prohibits the Defendant from raising issues on 
appeal that were not presented to the Trial Court. State v. 
Jameson, 800 P.2d 798 (Utah 1990), State v. Price, 837 P.2d 578 
(Utah App 1992). 
CONCLUSION 
This appeal has been prepared pursuant to the guidelines in 
Anders v. California, 366 U.S. 738 (1967) as adopted by this State 
in State v. Clayton, 639 P.2d 168 (Utah 1981); and Dunn v. Cook, 
791 P.2d 873 (Utah 1990); as amplified in State v. Flores, 855 P.2d 
258 (Utah App 1993). Counsel has read the record and set forth any 
possible points to be argued in Defendant's favor on appeal. 
Having done so, and having the belief that the appeal is frivolous, 
I respectfully request this Court to permit the withdrawal of the 
Weber County Public Defenders Association from this appeal. 
RESPECTFULLY SUBMITTED this ^ day of 
Attorney for Appellant 
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CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that I mailed, postage prepaid, two (2) true 
and correct copies of the foregoing Amended Brief to the following: 
Attorney General's Office 
236 State Capitol Building 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114 
DATED this / ^ day of October, 1995 
Attorney for Appellant 
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ADDENDUM 
IN COURT OF APPEALS, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, ! 
Plaintiff/Appellee, : 
VS. ! 
FRED JASON EDWARDS, ! 
Defendant/Appellant. : 
I AFFIDAVIT OF KENT E. SNIDER 
: Case No. 950216-CA 
: Priority No 2 
I, KENT E. SNIDER, being first duly sworn according to law on 
my oath depose and say: 
1. I am the Appellate Attorney assigned to the aforementioned 
case. 
2. Acting in my capacity as Appellate Attorney, I personally 
caused to be mailed, Certified Mail, U. S. Mail, Postage Prepaid, 
a draft copy of the foregoing brief to Fred Jason Edwards, at the 
Utah State Prison on October/Q , 1995. 
3. As of the date of submission of this brief, I have not 
received any response from Mr. Edwards in regards to this brief. 
Dated this day of October, 1995 
^L 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me 
KENT E. SNIDER 
Attorney for Appellant 
3lay of October, 1995 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
P*M 1 PONTIUS 
2868 WMhington Blvd. 
Oodtn, Utah 84401 
l l y Commits' ">n Expires 
October 11, 1996 
_ S1KTE OP UTAH 
IN THE COURT OF APPEALS, STATE OF UTAH 
STATE OF UTAH, 
Plaintiff/Appellee, 
vs. 
FRED JASON EDWARDS, 
Defendant/Appellant. 
MOTION TO WITHDRAW 
Case No. 950023 
Priority No 2 
Pursuant to the requirements of State v. Clayton, 639 P. 2d 
168 (Utah 1981), KENT E. SNIDER, attorney for the appellant, FRED 
JASON EDWARDS, respectfully requests permission to withdraw from 
the appeal in this case. An Anders brief has been completed and 
submitted to the Appellant. 
DATED this u? day of October, 1995. 
E. SNIDER 
Attorney for Appellant 
DELIVERED a copy of the foregoing to the Office of the 
Attorney General, 236 State Capitol Building, Salt Lake City, Utah 
84111 this / y day of October, 1995. 
Attorney for Appellant 
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IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF WEBER COUNTY 
STATE OF UTAH 
***** 
STATE OF UTAH, 
PLAINTIFF, 
VS. 
FRED JASON EDWARDS, 
DEFENDANT. 
REPORTER'S TRANSCRIPT 
CASE NO. 941900767 
***** 
BE IT REMEMBERED THAT THIS MATTER CAME ON REGULARLY FOR 
HEARING BEFORE THE HONORABLE MICHAEL D. LYON, JUDGE, SITTING 
AT OGDEN, UTAH ON THE 23RD DAY OF FEBRUARY 1995. 
WHEREUPON THE FOLLOWING PROCEEDINGS WERE HAD, TO WIT: 
***** 
APPEARANCES: 
FOR THE STATE: 
FOR THE DEFENDANT: 
GARY R. HEWARD 
STEPHEN A. LAKER 
***** 
REPORTED BY DEAN OLSEN, CSR 
847 E. 2800 N. 
NORTH OGDEN, UTAH 84414 
OFS. 399-8405, HM. 782-3146 
II 
2 
OGDEN, UTAH FEBRUARY 23, 1995 
THE COURT: STATE OF UTAH VERSUS FRED EDWARDS. IS 
THERE ANY LEGAL REASON WHY SENTENCE SHOULD NOT BE IMPOSED? 
MR. LAKER: NO, YOUR HONOR. 
THE COURT: I'LL HEAR YOUR COMMENTS PLEASE. 
MR. LAKER: YOUR HONOR, I'M DISAPPOINTED IN THE 
RECOMMENDATION FROM THE AGENCY FOR MY CLIENT BECAUSE IT'S A 
RECOMMENDATION FOR PRISON. I THINK THE THING THAT TURNED THIS 
IS THAT THE DEFENDANT HAD A WRITE-UP WHILE HE WAS AT THE 
DIAGNOSTIC. THE ONLY THING THAT MY CLIENT WANTS YOU TO KNOW 
AND THAT I'D LIKE YOU TO KNOW AS WELL IS THAT THAT ALTERCATION 
THAT HE HAD, HE WAS NOT THE AGGRESSOR. HE WAS SUBJECTED TO 
SOME VERBAL ABUSE AND SOME PHYSICAL ABUSE. AND WAS ACTUALLY 
HEAD-BUTTED, AND IN THE PROCESS AFTER -- AFTER A WHILE HE DID 
RETALIATE AND HE ADMITS THAT HE DID STRIKE OUT, AND HE'S HAD 
TIME TO THINK WHILE HE'S BEEN IN CONFINEMENT. 
YOUR HONOR, I DON'T BELIEVE THAT ANYTHING IS TO BE SERVED 
IF THIS COURT IS INTENDING, AS I BELIEVE IT PROBABLY IS, TO 
SEND FRED TO PRISON. OR THAT ANYTHING IS TO BE SERVED BY 
RUNNING THEM CONSECUTIVE. WE'D ASK THE COURT TO RUN THESE 
SENTENCES, IF THE COURT DOES — IS GOING TO SENTENCE HIM TO 
PRISON, TO RUN THEM CONCURRENTLY. 
THE COURT: THANK YOU, MR. LAKER. MR. EDWARDS, IS 
THERE ANYTHING YOU WOULD LIKE TO SAY? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, YOUR HONOR. I REALLY DID TRY IN 
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THAT PROGRAM, YOU KNOW. I MEAN I HAD THAT ONE WRITE-UP. AND 
IT WAS BAD. I'M TRYING TO GET OVER IT. I SHOULDN'T HAVE DID 
IT, I SHOULDN'T HAVE RETALIATED. AND I'M SORRY. I WOULD LIKE 
TO HAVE A CHANCE, AND A — I'M GOING TO GO TO PRISON, GET ME 
AN EDUCATION AND JUST, YOU KNOW, COME OUT AND BE A CIVILIAN, 
REGULAR CIVILIAN. I JUST WOULD WISH YOU WOULDN'T RUN IT WHERE 
I HAVE TO DO BOTH OF THEM, SIR. 
THE COURT: THANK YOU. DOES THE STATE HAVE ANY 
COMMENTS. 
MR. HEWARD: WE DO, YOUR HONOR. WE WOULD URGE YOU TO 
FOLLOW THE RECOMMENDATION AND FOLLOW IT AS THEY SUGGEST, RUN 
THESE CONSECUTIVE. AS I WENT THROUGH THE PRE-SENTENCE REPORT 
AND THE EVALUATIONS PREPARED FOR THEM, READING BETWEEN THE 
LINES, THEY FEEL LIKE THEY NEED THE TIME CONSECUTIVE IN ORDER 
TO GET CONTROL OF THIS DEFENDANT. ONE THING THAT'S VERY CLEAR 
IN ALL OF THE REPORTS, IN ALL OF THE EVALUATIONS, IS THAT HE'S 
OUT OF CONTROL. HE IS NOT AMENABLE TO SUPERVISION. HE IS NOT 
AMENABLE TO BEING PLACED IN ANY LESS RESTRICTIVE ALTERNATIVE 
OR SETTING. AND HE'S NOT IN A POSITION WHERE THEY FEEL LIKE 
THAT IS GOING TO CHANGE ANY TIME SOON. AND WHILE THEY DON'T 
COME OUT AND SAY IT, IT IS MY BELIEF WHEN YOU LOOK THROUGH AND 
SEE THE TYPES OF THINGS THAT THEY CITE TO, THE PROBLEMS THAT 
HE HAD THERE, LACK OF EMPATHY FOR HIS VICTIMS, HIS ATTITUDE IN 
GENERAL, THAT THEY'RE VERY CONCERNED ABOUT HIM AND THEY WANT 
THE ABILITY TO HOLD HIM FOR LONGER THAN FIVE YEARS. 
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THE COURT: HAVING GONE THROUGH BOTH THE 
PRE-SENTENCE REPORT THAT WAS SUBMITTED TO ME PRIOR TO THE 
60-DAY DIAGNOSTIC AS WELL AS THE EVALUATION THAT WAS DONE AT 
THE PRISON, IT REALLY CONFIRMED A LOT OF CONCERNS THAT I HAD 
THE FIRST TIME. THE DIAGNOSTIC REPORT WAS — EVALUATION WAS 
DONE WITH A VIEW TO SEE IF THERE WAS SOME WAY THAT YOU WOULD 
RESPOND TO SOME KIND OF MANAGEMENT OR ANGER MANAGEMENT. 
HAVING NOW LOOKED AT THIS REPORT THAT HAS COME FROM THE 
PRISON, I'M SATISFIED THAT THAT'S GOING TO BE A VERY DIFFICULT 
PROCESS FOR YOU. THE REPORT INDICATES THAT YOU ARE A VERY 
VENGEFUL PERSON. IT'S THE OPINION OF THE COURT THAT YOUR 
COMBATIVE DISPOSITION AND EXPLOSIVE TEMPER IS A REAL THREAT TO 
SOCIETY. YOU DON'T SEEM TO HAVE ANY APPRECIATION OF WHAT'S 
ACCEPTABLE OR UNACCEPTABLE IN YOUR BEHAVIOR. AND THEREFORE, 
YOU'RE NOT CURBED BY THOSE KIND OF CONSTRAINTS. YOU SHOW VERY 
LITTLE EMPATHY OR RESPECT FOR OTHER PEOPLE. YOU SEEM TO BLAME 
OTHER PEOPLE FOR YOUR PROBLEMS. 
HAVING LOOKED AT THIS REPORT, I'M ALSO SATISFIED THAT 
THERAPY WOULD BE A DIFFICULT, PROTRACTED PROPOSITION, AND MAY, 
AS THE REPORT POINTS OUT, MAY EVEN BE FUTILE. BECAUSE YOU ARE 
A DANGER TO SOCIETY AND BECAUSE I THINK THAT THE DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS NEEDS MAXIMUM PULL OVER YOU TO SEE IF YOU CAN BE 
SALVAGED, I'M GOING TO IMPOSE CONSECUTIVE SENTENCES. IF 
YOU — 
MR. LAKER: YOUR HONOR, BEFORE YOU IMPOSE THOSE, MAY 
1 I MAKE ONE OTHER COMMENT? 
2I THE COURT: YES. 
31 MR. LAKER: WHAT COUNSEL SAYS -- FRED PLED GUILTY TO 
4 A SECOND DEGREE FELONY, SO WHAT ACTUALLY CAN HAPPEN HERE IS 
5 THAT THE BOARD OF PARDONS CAN HOLD HIM FROM ONE TO 15 YEARS. 
61 CERTAINLY, THAT IS SUFFICIENT TIME, YOUR HONOR, FOR THEM TO 
7I MAKE THE ASSESSMENT THAT THEY — IF THEY DEEM THAT IT IS 
81 NECESSARY TO HOLD HIM FOR AS LONG AS 15 YEARS, THEY CAN MAKE 
9I THAT DETERMINATION AND HOLD HIM THAT LONG. IT WILL BE Aj 
10I PROFESSIONAL THAT WILL BE DOING THAT. AGAIN, I REITERATE THE 
111 FACT THAT I DON'T THINK WE GAIN MUCH BY DOING CONSECUTIVE 
12 SENTENCES. THIS ISN'T JUST A ZERO TO FIVE, AS COUNSEL II 
13 THINK -- I THINK HE'S MISTAKEN, BELIEVING THAT THIS WAS JUST A 
14 ZERO TO FIVE. HE'S GOT ONE TO 15 PLUS THE ZERO TO FIVE, YOUR 
15 HONOR. PLUS THE — 
16 MR. HEWARD: I DON'T — SORRY, COUNSEL. I DON'T HAVE 
17 ANY ONE TO 15 YEAR CRIMES LISTED EITHER ON THE CALENDAR OR IN 
18 MY FILE. I HAVE JUST ASSAULT BY A PRISONER WHICH WAS AMENDED, 
19 COUNT ONE, WHICH IS A THIRD DEGREE FELONY. 
20 THE COURT: THERE ARE TWO. THERE ARE -- THERE'S 
21 ASSAULT BY A PRISONER, WHICH IS A THIRD DEGREE FELONY. THEN 
22 THERE'S DISTRIBUTION OF CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, A SECOND DEGREE 
23 FELONY. AND THEN LOOKS LIKE A THIRD COUNT OF ASSAULT BY A 
24 PRISONER. 
25 MR. LAKER: THERE WERE TWO COUNTS OF ASSAULT BY A 
1 PRISONER, THIRD DEGREE FELONIES, AND A DISTRIBUTION OF A 
2 CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, A SECOND DEGREE FELONY. 
3 MR. HEWARD: MY — 
4 THE COURT: LOOKS LIKE ORIGINALLY FOUR COUNTS — 
5I MR. HEWARD: THERE WAS — IT APPEARS IT WAS AMENDED 
6 IN AT LEAST CASE FILE ENDING 766, AND HE PLED GUILTY TO COUNT 
7 ONE, WHICH NAMED ALL OF THE VICTIMS IN THAT ONE. AND AS 
8 COUNSEL INDICATES, THERE'S ALSO A SECOND DEGREE FELONY IN FILE 
9 NUMBER 767, AS WELL AS A THIRD DEGREE FELONY, SO THERE'S ONE 
10 SECOND AND TWO THIRDS. 
11 MR. LAKER: WHAT I'M SUGGESTING TO THE COURT, YOUR 
12 HONOR, IS THAT WITHIN THAT ONE-TO-15-YEAR PERIOD, THERE'S 
13 AMPLE TIME EVEN FOR A YOUNG PERSON IN THAT PERIOD OF TIME FOR 
14 THEM TO ADDRESS THE — 
15 THE COURT: DO YOU AGREE WITH THAT? 
16 MR. HEWARD: NO, I DON'T, JUDGE. THE BOTTOM LINE IS, 
17 IS THAT AS THE COURT KNOWS AND DEFENSE COUNSEL AND THE STATE'S 
18 AWARE THAT ONE TO 15 DOESN'T MEAN 15. IF THEY RUN 
19 CONSECUTIVE, THAT DOESN'T MEAN HE'LL DO THE 15 YEARS, THEN 
20 HE'LL DO FIVE YEARS. WHAT IT MEANS IS THEY'LL BRING HIM IN ON 
21 A BOARD OF PARDONS HEARING, THEY'LL SET A HEARING FOR HIM, 
22 BASED ON WHAT THEY FEEL LIKE IS APPROPRIATE ON THE ONE, WHICH 
23 I THINK WOULD PROBABLY BE ABOUT TWO AND A HALF YEARS ON THE 
24 ONE TO 15. HE WOULD THEN COME BACK IN AND THEN START HIS TIME 
25 ON THE OTHER ONE. WHILE THEY CAN KEEP HIM IF YOU RUN THEM 
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CONSECUTIVE FOR THE 15, PLUS THE 5, PLUS THE 5, I DON'T 
BELIEVE THAT NECESSARILY THAT THEY'RE NECESSARILY SAYING THAT. 
BUT IF YOU BRING HIM — IF YOU RUN THEM CONCURRENTLY, THEN ALL 
OF THE TIME THAT IS RUN WILL BE RUN AT THE SAME TIME, AND IN 
ALL LIKELIHOOD, HE WOULD BE OUT IN SUBSTANTIALLY LESS TIME, 
PROBABLY HALF, I THINK PROBABLY INSTEAD OF TALKING ABOUT TWO 
AND A HALF OR THREE YEARS IN PRISON, IT WOULD BE DOUBLE THAT. 
MR. LAKER: WHAT I'M SUGGESTING, YOUR HONOR, 1$ 
THAT'S SHEER CONJECTURE. WHAT I'M SAYING IS ON ONE TO 15, THE 
BOARD OF PARDONS HAS THE DISCRETION TO HOLD HIM FOR A LENGTH 
OF — PERIOD OF TIME UP TO 15 YEARS. AND I'M USING THE SAME 
ARGUMENT THAT COUNSEL DID, THAT IS SUFFICIENT TIME FOR THEM TO 
ADDRESS THE PROBLEM THAT WE HAVE HERE. AND TO ADDRESS THE 
ANGER THAT YOU TALKED ABOUT, AND CONSIDERING THE — THIS IS A 
17-YEAR-OLD, YOUR HONOR. AND 17-YEAR-OLDS HAVE — HAVE NOT 
LEARNED EVERYTHING THAT THEY NEED TO LEARN. CERTAINLY THIS 
DEFENDANT HASN'T. AND THAT'S WHY I THINK THAT A PRISON 
SENTENCE, THEY WILL KEEP HIM AS LONG AS THEY FEEL IS 
NECESSARY. AND THEY'LL HAVE EXPERTS DEALING WITH HIM AND 
MAKING THAT RECOMMENDATION. 
THE COURT: MR. CHATTERTON, YOU WORK FOR THE 
DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTIONS. WHAT IS THE APPROACH THAT WOULD BE 
TAKEN IN YOUR BEST GUESS? IN OTHER WORDS, OSTENSIBLY, THEY 
CAN KEEP HIM UP TO 15 YEARS. 
MR. CHATTERTON: THEY CAN. 
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1 THE COURT: PRESUMABLY THAT'S ENOUGH TIME — 
2 MR. CHATTERTON: I THINK MR. HEWARD'S BEST SUMMARIZED IT. 
3 THAT'S EXACTLY I THINK HOW IT WOULD GO DOWN FOR CONSECUTIVE 
4 SENTENCES, THEY SIMPLY WOULD HAVE MORE LEVERAGE DOWN THERE. 
5 BUT THEY CAN KEEP THEM 15 YEARS, THERE'S NO QUESTION ABOUT 
6 THAT, WITHOUT A CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE. BUT IN THEORY, THEY 
7 PROBABLY WOULD GIVE HIM AN EARLIER PAROLE DATE BECAUSE THEY 
8 LOOK AT A CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE AS AN OPPORTUNITY TO -- MAYBE 
9 OPPORTUNITY IS NOT THE RIGHT WORD, BUT THEY WILL HOLD HIM 
10 LONGER ON A CONSECUTIVE SENTENCE. 
11 MR. LAKER: BUT IN THEORY THEY CAN ALSO HOLD HIM 
12 LONGER BECAUSE HE'S GOT TWO AND HE HAS PLED GUILTY TO TWO 
13 THIRD DEGREE FELONIES, SO HE'S GOING TO BE HELD LONGER THAN HE 
14 WOULD, EVEN ON A CONCURRENT SENTENCE, THAN HE WOULD WERE IT 
15 NOT FOR THE OTHER. 
16 MR. HEWARD: THAT'S ACCURATE. EACH -- EACH SENTENCE, 
17 WHETHER IT'S CONCURRENT OR CONSECUTIVE, WOULD MERIT ADDITIONAL 
18 TIME. STATE'S CONCERN IS, IS THAT WE SEE A LOT OF THESE TYPE 
19 OF DIAGNOSTICS COME BACK AND IT'S RARE THAT WE SEE ONE WHERE 
20 THEY MAKE IT A POINT TO SAY WE RECOMMEND THAT THIS BE 
21 CONSECUTIVE, AND THEN GO THROUGH AND SUPPORT THE 
22 RECOMMENDATION FOR BEING CONSECUTIVE BY ALL OF THESE THINGS. 
23 THERE'S NOTHING IN THIS — IN THIS DIAGNOSTIC EVALUATION THAT 
24 WAS POSITIVE FOR THIS DEFENDANT. AND THAT'S POINTED OUT BY 
25 THE FACT THAT MR. LAKER ISN'T LEFT WITH A LOT TO ARGUE FROM. 
9 
THERE ISN'T REALLY A LOT IN THERE THAT SAYS THERE'S REASON TO 
BELIEVE THIS PERSON'S GOING TO TURN THE CORNER IN A YEAR OR IN 
TWO. 
THE COURT: ANYTHING ELSE? 
MR. LAKER: ONLY, YOUR HONOR, THAT THEY HAVE UP TO 
15 YEARS TO SEE IF HE TURNS THAT CORNER. AND THIS COURT 
DOESN'T NEED TO TACK ON ADDITIONAL TIME THAT'S GOING TO ADD 
SIGNIFICANTLY TO IT WHEN THEY CAN, WITHIN THAT 15-YEAR PERIOD, 
ADDRESS THE PROBLEM. I'D ASK THE COURT TO RUN THEM 
CONCURRENT. 
THE COURT: BASED ON THE DEFENDANT'S VERY DANGEROUS 
DISPOSITION, AND WANTING TO GIVE THE BOARD -- DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS MAXIMUM FLEXIBILITY TO WORK WITH HIM, I SENTENCE 
YOU TO -- IS THAT CORRECT THAT THERE'S — THERE ARE TWO THIRDS 
AND ONE 15 — 
MR. HEWARD: THAT'S CORRECT, YOUR HONOR. 
THE COURT: ON EACH OF THE THIRD DEGREE FELONIES, I 
SENTENCE YOU TO SPEND ZERO TO FIVE YEARS. I 'LL ALLOW THOSE TO 
BE RUN CONCURRENTLY WITH ONE ANOTHER. AND ON THE ONE TO 15 
YEARS, I IMPOSE THAT AND ORDER THAT THAT RUN CONSECUTIVELY 
WITH THE OTHERS. 
YOU HAVE 30 DAYS FROM TODAY TO APPEAL THIS SENTENCE IF 
YOU WISH TO DO SO. 
k k k k k 
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OGDEN. UTAH NOVEMBER 23, 1994 2;00 P.M. 
THE COURT: OKAY. WHAT'S READY TO GO. 
MR. LAKER: WE CAN DO MR. EDWARDS, YOUR HONOR. 
WE'RE READY ON THAT. 
THE COURT: STATE OF UTAH VERSUS FRED EDWARDS. THIS 
IS THE TIME FOR PRETRIAL CONFERENCE. 
MR. LAKER: THERE HAS BEEN A NEGOTIATION IN THIS 
MATTER, YOUR HONOR. THOSE ARE THE OLD ONES. HAVE YOU GOT THE 
NEW ONES HERE? BASICALLY, WHAT HE'S GOING TO BE DOING IS HE'S 
GOING TO BE ENTERING A PLEA OF GUILTY TO DISTRIBUTION OF A 
CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, A SECOND DEGREE FELONY, AND TWO COUNTS, 
AMENDED COUNTS OF ASSAULT BY PRISONER, THIRD DEGREE FELONIES. 
ALL OF THE OTHER CHARGES ARE GOING TO BE DISMISSED. 
MR. PARMLEY: YOUR HONOR, THAT'S MY UNDERSTANDING 
ALSO. THE COUNTS THAT I INTEND HE'S GOING TO BE PLEADING 
GUILTY TO ARE COUNT ONE IN CASE 941900767. 
THE COURT: WHICH COUNT IN THAT CASE? 
MR. PARMLEY: COUNT ONE. AND — 
THE COURT: I THOUGHT COUNT ONE IS WHAT, 
DISTRIBUTION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE? 
MR. PARMLEY: IT IS. DISTRIBUTION OF A CONTROLLED 
SUBSTANCE, A SECOND DEGREE FELONY. AND ALSO COUNT TWO AS 
AMENDED IN THAT CASE, 
THE COURT: OKAY. 
MR. PARMLEY: THEN THE STATE HAS AMENDED COUNT ONE IN 
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CASE 941900766, AND IT'S MY UNDERSTANDING HE'S GOING TO BE 
PLEADING GUILTY TO THAT AMENDED COUNT ALSO. 
THE COURT: COUNT ONE? 
MR. PARMLEY: COUNT ONE. AND ALL OTHERS WOULD BE 
DISMISSED. 
MR. LAKER: I THINK THE ONLY DIFFERENCE IN THE — IN 
THE INFORMATIONS, IN THE AMENDED INFORMATIONS, IS THAT THEY'RE 
NAMING A NUMBER OF DIFFERENT INDIVIDUALS THAT WERE ALLEGEDLY 
ASSAULTED, BUT THERE'S ONLY ONE COUNT. 
MR. PARMLEY: IT'S — ESSENTIALLY, WHAT WE'VE DONE IS 
COMBINED VARIOUS COUNTS INTO TWO SEPARATE ALLEGATIONS OF 
ASSAULT BY A PRISONER. 
MR. LAKER: THIS ALL TOOK PLACE AT ONE TIME. ALL 
THESE PEOPLE WERE ALLEGEDLY ASSAULTED AT THE SAME TIME. 
THE COURT: THAT IN CASE 766, HE'LL PLEAD GUILTY TO 
COUNT ONE AS AMENDED AND THE OTHER COUNTS WILL BE DISMISSED? 
MR. PARMLEY: THAT'S RIGHT. 
THE COURT: AND CASE NUMBER 767, HE'LL BE PLEADING 
GUILTY TO COUNT ONE AND COUNT TWO AS AMENDED, AND COUNT THREE 
WILL BE DISMISSED? 
MR. PARMLEY: YES, YOUR HONOR. 
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. 
MR. PARMLEY: IF I CAN APPROACH THE CLERK, I HAVE 
AMENDED INFORMATIONS. 
THE COURT: WOULD THE CLERK READ THE AMENDED 
4 
INFORMATIONS PLEASE? 
(WHEREUPON THE CLERK READS AMENDED INFORMATIONS.) 
THE COURT: THANK YOU. DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE 
CHARGES AS READ BY THE CLERK? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THEM? 
MR. EDWARDS: NO, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS ABOUT THE 
NEGOTIATION? 
MR. EDWARDS: NO, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE NEGOTIATION? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU FEEL LIKE YOUR MIND IS CLEAR 
TODAY AND DO YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT YOU'RE DOING. 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU FEEL ANYONE'S PRESSURED YOU TO 
ACCEPT THIS NEGOTIATION? 
MR. EDWARDS: NO, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT UNDER THE LAW, 
YOU'RE PRESUMED TO BE INNOCENT, AND CONSEQUENTLY, YOU DON'T 
HAVE TO PROVE ANYTHING; THE STATE MUST PROVE YOUR GUILT BEYOND 
A REASONABLE DOUBT? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT IF YOU PLEAD 
GUILTY, YOU'RE GIVING UP YOUR RIGHT TO HAVE A TRIAL BEFORE AN 
5 
IMPARTIAL JURY? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: A RIGHT AT THAT TRIAL TO MAKE A 
STATEMENT. ON THE OTHER HAND, YOU'D HAVE A RIGHT TO REMAIN 
SILENT. THE STATE COULDN'T COMPEL YOU TO GIVE EVIDENCE THAT 
MIGHT BE INCRIMINATING? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND ALSO YOU'D HAVE A 
RIGHT TO HAVE YOUR WITNESSES PRESENT AND THE RIGHT TO ASK 
QUESTIONS OF THE STATE'S WITNESSES? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT IF YOU HAVE A 
CHANGE OF HEART LATER AND WANT TO FILE AN APPEAL, AN APPEAL ON 
A PLEA OF GUILTY WOULD BE VERY LIMITED IN SCOPE? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: AS I UNDERSTAND THEN, THE NEGOTIATION IN 
CASE NUMBER 766 — IS IT 76 OR IS IT 86? 
MR. LAKER: 86. 
THE COURT: THE INFORMATION HAS ONE, BUT THE DOCKET 
HAS ANOTHER. 
MR. PARMLEY: YES, WE SHOW 766 AND 767 FOR THOSE TWO 
FILES. 
THE COURT: 766 AND 767, RIGHT. 
MR. PARMLEY: YES. 
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. 
1 MR. LAKER: AMENDED INFORMATION HAS 86 ON IT. 
2 THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. UNDER COUNT ONE, AS AMENDED, 
3 IT IS A THIRD DEGREE FELONY. IT IS PUNISHABLE BY A PRISON 
4II SENTENCE FROM ZERO TO FIVE YEARS. UNDER CASE NUMBER 767, 
5 COUNT ONE IS A SECOND DEGREE FELONY. IT IS PUNISHABLE BY A 
6 PRISON SENTENCE NOT TO EXCEED — OR EXCUSE ME, FROM ONE TO 15 
7 YEARS, AND COUNT TWO AS AMENDED IS A THIRD DEGREE FELONY, 
8 PUNISHABLE BY A PRISON SENTENCE FROM ZERO TO FIVE YEARS. 
9 THIRD DEGREE FELONY ALSO CARRIES A FINE NOT TO EXCEED $5,000. 
10 SECOND DEGREE FELONY CARRIES A FINE NOT TO EXCEED $10,000. 
11 DO YOU UNDERSTAND THE PENALTIES THAT COULD BE AFFIXED IN 
12 THIS CASE? 
13 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
14 THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT THE COURT COULD 
15 ORDER YOU TO SERVE CONSECUTIVE SENTENCES; THAT IS, ONE 
16 SENTENCE AFTER YOU SERVE THE OTHER. 
17 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
18 THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT AT THE TIME OF 
19 SENTENCING, I AM NOT BOUND BY THE RECOMMENDATIONS THAT ARE 
20 MADE BY YOUR LAWYER? 
21 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
22 THE COURT: WHAT IS THE FACTUAL BASIS FOR EACH OF 
23 THESE PLEAS OF GUILTY? 
24 MR. LAKER: YOUR HONOR, WHILE THE — FRED WAS OUT AT 
25 MILLCREEK, THE DISTRIBUTION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE, HE HAD 
1 SOME MARIJUANA AND HE ASKED ANOTHER PERSON TO HOLD IT FOR HIM. 
2 HE GAVE IT TO HIM. THAT WAS THE DISTRIBUTION. THE ASSAULT BY 
3 PRISONER CHARGE RESULTED AS A RESULT OF, WELL, JUST BASICALLY 
4 A CONFRONTATION WHERE THE DEFENDANT GOT UPSET. EVERYBODY IN 
5 THE ROOM WAS INVOLVED IN IT AND — AND THE DEFENDANT MADE 
6 VERBAL THREATS AND THAT TYPE OF THING. I THINK THEY WERE 
7 GOING TO — HE HAD BEEN OUT OF MILLCREEK. THEY WERE GOING TO 
8 PUT HIM BACK IN, AND THEY BROUGHT A NUMBER OF PEOPLE IN TO 
9 REINFORCE THAT. 
10 THE COURT: OKAY. 
11 MR. PARMLEY: I THINK THERE ARE TWO SEPARATE 
12 INCIDENTS, THOUGH, WHERE THERE WERE ASSAULTS, AND HE'S 
13 PLEADING GUILTY TO TWO DIFFERENT COUNTS THAT ALLEGE TWO 
14 DIFFERENT DATES. ISN'T THAT CORRECT? 
15 MR. LAKER: I DON'T THINK SO ~ YES, THERE ARE. 
16 THERE ARE TWO DIFFERENT DATES ALLEGED, THE 30TH OF AUGUST AND 
17 THE 18TH OF SEPTEMBER. THAT'S CORRECT. 
18 THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. IN CASE NUMBER 76 ~ 766, 
19 THE STATE IN COUNT ONE AS AMENDED MUST PROVE THE FOLLOWING 
20 ELEMENTS BEYOND A REASONABLE DOUBT: THAT YOU WHILE A PRISONER 
21 COMMITTED AN ASSAULT UPON TONY HASSELL, TOM BOLLINGER, AND 
22 BILLY TARVER INTENDING TO CAUSE BODILY INJURY. 
23 THOSE ARE THE ELEMENTS THAT THE STATE MUST PROVE. DO YOU 
24 UNDERSTAND EACH OF THOSE ELEMENTS? 
25 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
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ll THE COURT: AND YOU UNDERSTAND THEM IN RELATION TO 
21 YOUR CONDUCT ON THE 30TH OF AUGUST? 
3 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
4 THE COURT: AND DO YOU UNDERSTAND THAT A PLEA OF 
5 GUILTY IS AN ADMISSION OF EACH OF THOSE ELEMENTS. 
6 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
7 THE COURT: WITH RESPECT TO CASE NUMBER 767, COUNT 
8 ONE, THE ELEMENTS ARE THAT YOU ~ AND THIS IS A CHARGE OF 
9 DISTRIBUTION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE — THAT YOU KNOWINGLY 
10 AND INTENTIONALLY DISTRIBUTED A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE; NAMELY, 
11 MARIJUANA, AND THAT YOU DID SO WITHIN 1,000 FEET OF A SCHOOL. 
12 DO YOU UNDERSTAND THOSE ELEMENTS? 
13 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
14 THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND THEM IN RELATION TO 
15I THE FACTS OF YOUR CASE? 
16| MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
17 THE COURT: DO YOU UNDERSTAND ALSO THAT A PLEA OF 
18 GUILTY IS AN ADMISSION TO EACH OF THOSE ELEMENTS? 
19 MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
20 THE COURT: NOW, WITH RESPECT TO COUNT TWO, WHICH IS 
21 ASSAULT UPON A PRISONER, AND IN THAT SAME CASE, THE ELEMENTS 
22 ARE THAT YOU, WHILE A PRISONER, COMMITTED AN ASSAULT UPON 
23 SUTTON HANZALIK, BILL WOOLEY, AND DAVID MELVILLE, INTENDING TO 
24 CAUSE BODILY INJURY. 
25 DO YOU UNDERSTAND THOSE ELEMENTS? 
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YES, SIR. 
AND YOU UNDERSTAND THEM IN RELATION TO 
MR. EDWARDS: 
THE COURT: 
WHAT YOU DID? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: AND YOU UNDERSTAND ALSO THAT A PLEA OF 
GUILTY IS AN ADMISSION OF EACH OF THOSE ELEMENTS? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
THE COURT: DO YOU FEEL LIKE YOU'D LIKE SOME 
ADDITIONAL ADVICE FROM MR. LAKER BEFORE YOU ENTER YOUR PLEA? 
MR. EDWARDS: NO, SIR. 
IS THERE A STATEMENT IN ADVANCE OF PLEA? 
THERE IS, YOUR HONOR. 
MAY I HAVE IT PLEASE? 
WOULD YOU LIKE ME TO EXAMINE HIM FIRST? 
YES. 
FRED, DO YOU RECOGNIZE THIS DOCUMENT? 
YES, SIR. 
WE REVIEWED IT, DID WE NOT? 
YES. 
I READ IT TO YOU ITEM FOR ITEM AND 
THE COURT: 
MR. LAKER: 
THE COURT: 
MR. LAKER: 
THE COURT: 
MR. LAKER: 
MR. EDWARDS: 
MR. LAKER: 
MR. EDWARDS: 
MR. LAKER: 
PARAGRAPH BY PARAGRAPH? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES. 
MR. LAKER: YOU SIGNED IT ON PAGE FIVE INDICATING 
THAT I DID IN FACT DO THAT AND I ANSWERED ALL OF YOUR 
QUESTIONS. YOU UNDERSTAND WHAT YOU'RE DOING, THIS IS WHAT YOU 
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WANT TO DO? 
MR. EDWARDS: YES, SIR. 
MR. LAKER: MAY I APPROACH THE BENCH, YOUR HONOR? 
THE COURT: YES. THANK YOU. ALL RIGHT. IN CASE 
NUMBER 766, TO COUNT ONE AS AMENDED, ALLEGING ASSAULT UPON A 
PRISONER, HOW DO YOU PLEAD? 
MR. LAKER: BY A PRISONER. 
THE COURT: EXCUSE ME, ASSAULT BY A PRISONER, YES. 
THANK YOU. DO YOU PLEAD GUILTY OR NOT GUILTY? 
MR. EDWARDS: GUILTY, SIR. 
THE COURT: UPON MOTION OF THE STATE THE OTHER 
CHARGES IN THAT CASE ARE DISMISSED. 
NOW, WITH RESPECT TO CASE NUMBER 767, COUNT ONE, 
DISTRIBUTION OF A CONTROLLED SUBSTANCE ON OR ABOUT AUGUST 
25TH, 1994, HOW DO YOU PLEAD? 
MR. EDWARDS: GUILTY, SIR. 
THE COURT: TO COUNT TWO AS AMENDED, ASSAULT BY A 
PRISONER, ON SEPTEMBER 18TH, 1994, HOW DO YOU PLEAD? 
MR. EDWARDS: GUILTY, SIR. 
THE COURT: UPON MOTION OF THE STATE THEN, COUNT 
THREE IS DISMISSED. COURT ACCEPTS EACH OF THE PLEAS OF 
GUILTY. FIND FOR THE RECORD THAT THE PLEAS HAVE BEEN ENTERED 
KNOWINGLY AND VOLUNTARILY. 
YOU HAVE 30 DAYS FROM TODAY TO MAKE A MOTION TO WITHDRAW 
YOUR PLEAS IF YOU CHOOSE TO DO THAT. 
11 
DO YOU WANT A PRESENTENCE REPORT TEN DAYS IN ADVANCE OF 
SENTENCING? 
MR. LAKER: WE DO, YOUR HONOR. 
THE COURT: ALL RIGHT. 
MR. LAKER: WE WAIVE THE ADDITIONAL TIME, YOUR 
HONOR. 
PROBATION OFFICER: HOW ABOUT DECEMBER 22ND? 
THE COURT: DECEMBER 22ND THEN IS THE DATE SET FOR 
SENTENCING. THANK YOU. 
***** 
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Fred Jason Edwards 
c/o Utah State Prison 
P.O. Box 250 
Draper, Utah 84020 
RE: State of Utah v. Fred Edwards 
Dear Mr. Edwards: 
I have gone over the transcripts in regards to your case. 
According to case law in this jurisdiction, the trial judge did not 
abuse his discretion in sentencing you to consecutive sentences. 
Therefore, since you pled guilty to the charges and were aware of 
the possible sentences you could receive, you have no appealable 
issues. 
I have enclosed a copy of the brief I intend to submit to the 
Court of Appeals. This brief states that I have reviewed the 
record in regards to your case, and that it is my position that you 
have a frivolous appeal. You are free to make any comments in this 
brief. If you have something that you want submitted in the brief, 
please forward those to the above address immediately. If I have 
not received any response from you by the 30th of this month, I 
will submit the brief without those comments. 
Sincerely, 
Kentr E. Snider 
Weber Co. Public Defender 
KES/re 
Enc. 
